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Abstract
 Nowadays it is very rare to use typing as a way of learning in Kanji education. However, the learners who 
come to Japan as international students are often required to type their reports or papers in Japanese. 
Although knowledge of Kanji from other Asian languages may help students to write and understand 
Japanese Kanji correctly, it will not aid them in typing as a knowledge of the Japanese phonological 
information is necessary in order to input intended Japanese text. The purposes of the present study is to 
examine whether learned Kanji vocabulary can be recalled correctly or not by comparing the results of three 
types of output tasks: typing tasks, Kanji hand-writing tasks and Hiragana hand-writing tasks, and whether 
the vocabulary that learners can hand-write correctly can also be correctly typed or not. The results showed 
that (1) without regard to participants’ native languages, the scores in the typing tasks and Hiragana hand-
writing tasks were higher to Kanji hand-writing tasks, (2) in the Kanji hand-writing tasks, the test scores of 
learners familiar with Kanji exceeded those of the learners from Non-Kanji backgrounds and (3) for the 
learners from Non-Kanji backgrounds, typing tasks and Hiragana hand-writing tasks were easier than Kanji 
hand-writing tasks. These results indicated that an alternative method of typing training is necessary for 
learners who are familiar with Kanji. Also, learners new to Kanji might have an advantage in memorizing 















































































































































































（本研究では有意水準を５％に設定した），有意差はなかった（文字数：F(9, 36)=1.05, p=.39, η2=.12; 







































主効果が有意傾向であり（F(1, 20)＝3.92, p＝.06, η2＝.04），出力形式の主効果が有意であった（F(2, 
40)＝15.47, p＜.001, η2＝.21）。Ryan法による多重比較の結果，母語が漢字圏か，非漢字圏かにかかわ
らずタイピング課題とひらがな課題が漢字課題より正答率が高いことがわかった（t(40)＝5.52, p＜.001, 
r＝.66; t(40)＝3.50, p＜.005, r＝.48）。タイピング課題とひらがな課題には差がないことがわかった
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